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CHAPTER 1
Backgrounding the study

Contents

1.1 Introduction
1.2 The socio-historical contexts

1.2.1. Notes on the history of the Royal Society and Philosophical Transactions, 17th-19th
centuries

1.2.2 The Italian states and their academies
1.3 The Royal Society and Italy: a review of the relevant literature

1.1 Introduction

The Royal Society has so just a regard & Veneration for y® memory of y¢ Galilei, the Borelli,
Malpighi, and Bellini, y* she can never be incurious of what is doing in a Country, y* produced
those Great & Excellent Genii.*

‘Tis hardly to be believed, what a high esteem all, where | have passed [in Italy], have for the
Royal Society and the universal knowledge and learning of the Britons.?

The UK’s national science academy — the Royal Society of London —and its journal — The Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society (hereafter PTRS) — were created by a group of learned gentlemen
in the 1660s. The Society’s main source of inspiration was FRANCIS BACON’s idea of natural philosophy
based on an empirical approach to the study of nature. A few years after the Society’s founding, the
PTRS started being published (1665) and soon became the leading scientific journal of the time.

Thanks especially to its first secretary HENRY OLDENBURG,® the Royal Society became the centre of an

L JURIN to DEREHAM, 1722, in Rusnock 1996: 91.

2 ROBERT BALLE, 1721, in Fisher 2001: 356.

3 HENRY OLDENBURG (1619-1677) was a German-born diplomat and a member of the Royal Society, elected at its outset in

1660. OLDENBURG was appointed secretary in 1662, very likely thanks to his “scientific contacts and communicative skills”
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international network of scientific correspondence with many learned letters being subsequently
published in the journal. Indeed, foreign natural philosophers soon became aware of the Royal
Society’s prestige and Baconian agenda and wrote to the Society offering scientific information and
hoping to receive approval and possibly publication in the PTRS. Publication in the Society’s journal
meant not only gaining international visibility and contributing to a collective enterprise of science,
but also establishing priority of one’s findings. It will be moreover seen that the development of the
PTRS itself traces the history of the modern scientific journal.

Hence, the Philosophical Transactions, the world’s longest-running scientific journal, represents
an invaluable repository of historical and linguistic material for scholars to investigate. Further, the
Fellows of the Royal Society preserved originals and copies of most of their epistolary exchanges and
bureaucratic documents together with instruments, portraits, natural specimens and other
curiosities, which can be found in the Royal Society’s archives in London. An example of the historical
worth of the Society’s treasures is the recently discovered holograph letter from GALILEO to BENEDETTO
CASTELLI (21 Dec. 1613) where he first set out his ideas on the relation between science and religion,
and defended Copernican astronomy from charges of being contrary to the Holy Scriptures
(Camerota et al. 2018). This letter is of primary importance for the history of GALILEO's relations with
the Church and had severe consequences; namely, the suspension of COPERNICUS" De Revolutionibus
(Nuremberg, 1543) and the warning to GALILEO to abandon Copernican astronomy, which was seen
as a threat to the traditional interpretation of the Bible. Up until this discovery, historians had relied
on manuscript copies, which differed between each other. The letter has shed new light on our
knowledge of GALILEO and displays a more daring and compromising wording compared to its copies
(Camerota et al 2018: 1). GALILEO and his letter are but one example of a long line of instances in
which the Royal Society saw the value of Italian men of science and treasured material related to
them.* From the outset, the Fellows had shown great interest in the Italian Peninsula and the
researches of its scholars. A great deal of Italian-research-based papers have been published in the
Transactions and many epistolary exchanges with Italy are preserved in the Royal Society’s archives.

These resources can provide new insights into the history of Anglo-ltalian relations, which have

(Atkinson 1999: 19). The Society generally had two secretaries, who recorded what was discussed during meetings and
represented the Society in foreign correspondence with ‘natural philosophers’, physicians, and other learned gentlemen.
4 Although the present study will frequently adopt the terms science and scientists to refer to the scholars of the three
centuries under study, it ought to be reminded that this terminology only started being used in the 19%" century. The
contemporary concept of science did not exist back in the 17t and 18" centuries, where those who studied nature
empirically defined themselves as “natural philosophers”. However, starting from the scientific revolution, it is common
to refer to natural philosophers as scientists, in that this is the time where modern science started being developed.
12



hitherto been studied primarily from a cultural and literary perspective. But as it will be seen in the
course of this study, British interest in Italy was not limited to Italian literature and natural and
cultural curiosities. The aim of this study is thus to investigate the Royal Society’s relations with Italy
through an analysis of the Italian contributions to the Philosophical Transactions and the letter
exchanges between the Fellows and Italians.

The Royal Society and the Philosophical Transactions have been widely researched by historians
and linguists. Linguistic analyses carried out so far on PTRS articles have focused, for instance, on the
development of scientific writing in general;®> on more specific fields such as medical writing;® on
individual genres such as reports of scientific experiments;” and on specific linguistic features such as
stance.® Nevertheless, most linguistic analyses carried out so far on the PTRS have focused on the
English language and its stylistic developments without considering that many papers published in
the journal came from foreign countries and were the result of translation.®

From a historical and cultural point of view and relevant to the purpose of the present research,
only a few studies have focused on the Royal Society’s relations with Italy. For instance, Knowles
Middleton (1979 and 1980) and McConnel (1986 and 1993) focus on specific Italian Fellows of the
Royal Society; Cavazza (1980 and 2002) and Cook (2004) focus on the Society’s relations with specific
ltalian intellectual communities (from Bologna and Rome); Hall (1982) examines the role played by
ltaly for the Royal Society up to the 18th century; Gomez Lopez (1997) explores the correspondence
between Italians and the Royal Society in the first decades of the Society’s existence; and D’Amore
(2015 and 2017) shows how the journal’s papers on the Italian south were in harmony with the
literary and cultural trends of the 17th and 18th centuries and contributed to increase English interest
in Italy.’® These studies however are generally focused on specific Italian natural philosophers or
limited to specific geographical areas and periods (especially the early Royal Society). Only a glimpse
can be caught of the relations between the scientists of the two countries and of the scientific

contributions that Italians made to the Philosophical Transactions.

5 For linguistic studies on historical scientific writing see for instance Atkinson 1996 and 1999; Banks 2008a and b, 2009a
and b, 2010a and b, 2012, 2017; Bazerman 1988; Gotti 2006; Gross et al. 2000 and 2002; and Gunnarson 2011.
® For linguistic studies on historical medical discourse see, among others, Atkinson 1992, Berti 2019, Canziani et al. 2014;
Gotti 2011; Pahta & Taavitasainen 2011; and Lonati 2013.
7 E.g. Bazerman 1988; Biber & Finegan 1989; and Gotti 2014.
8 E.g. Gray et al. 2011 and Banks 2008b.
9 Studies on translation practices in the field of science and at the Royal Society have also been carried out, see for
instance: Beer 1990; Boschiero 2010; Henderson 2013 and 2017; Knowles Middleton 1969; Olivari & Torna 2012; Plescia
2011; Turner 2008; and Vicentini 2019.
10 See also Bertucci 2013; Cavazza 2010; Cook 2002 and 2004; Eccles 1975; Ferrari & McConnel 2005; Findlen 2009; Fisher
2001; Hunter 2014; Knowles Middleton 1979, and 1980; Quinn 2005; Waller 2012; and Wis 1996 and 1970.
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As anticipated earlier, research has also been carried out on Italian and English socio-cultural
relations.™ The general picture that emerges — for the period considered here, 17®"-19'™" century — is
that after a period of decline of English interest in Italy in the 17™ century — when Italy came to be
seen as the country of Catholicism as opposed to the puritanism of the Commonwealth — Italy
regained popularity in the 18™ century and through the 19™ as one of the favourite destinations of
the Grand Tour and for a rediscovery of classic Italian literature and Italian opera. From the Italian
side, in the course of the 18" century England was becoming increasingly favoured in Italy as the
enlightened country, appreciated for its institutions, economy, liberal thinking and literature.
However, these studies are generally focused on literary sources rather than on interactions on
scientific matters. Scientific exchanges offer a new perspective; for instance, religious and political
views hardly interfered with the relations between Englishmen and Italians, in that the focus of the
Royal Society was on experimental philosophy, which was seen as independent of metaphysical and
political thinking. In actual fact, Italian religious restrictions enabled the Society to be the first to
publish ltalian researches that met with criticism and rejection in Italy, such as the studies by the
[talian physician MARCELLO MALPIGHI.

Other than the PTRS papers, Italian interest in English science and culture —and, vice versa, English
interest in Italian research — is perceived by the considerable amount of Italians who were elected
Fellows of the Royal Society — 135 between the 17™ and 19 centuries — and who were given the
opportunity to attend the Society’s meetings. Among them were men of science such as
astronomers, physicists, mathematicians, botanists, and many physicians but also humanists such as
historians, philosophers and poets. A considerable number of Italian Fellows were also statesmen
and consuls. Further, the study revealed that contributions made by non-elected Italians who had
relations with the Society were often more significant than those made by Italian Fellows.

The present study goes beyond the research topics considered in the above mentioned literature
by carrying out a historical and critical linguistic analysis on PTRS articles written by Italians or based
on Italian research and by analysing English and Italian relations through the papers and the epistolary
exchanges of the scientists from the two countries. The aim from the linguistic perspective is to
describe the features and development of Italian and Italian-research-inspired scientific writing in the
Transactions; and ultimately, from the historical and cultural point of view, to provide a picture of

Anglo-Italian relations in scientific context. The critical linguistic analysis of the primary sources here

11 See among others Costa 1968; Crind 1971 and 1972; Giannini 1936; Pesaresi & Ascari 2015; Praz 1944; and Rebora
1936 and 1938. From a linguistic perspective see also lamartino 2001 and 2002; Pinnavaia 2001; and Praz 1939.
14



becomes functional to an objective analysis of cultural relations. It moreover adds to the existing
research on the development of scientific writing by providing a study that is focused on a culturally-
restricted group of papers and distinguishes between the sources of the writings. Comments and
descriptions on editorial and translation practices will also be provided. The period considered starts
with the birth of the Philosophical Transactions in 1665 and finishes in 1900. The temporal limit is
related to the great socio-historical changes that occurred in the 20t century and which subsequently
influenced the Royal Society’s activity and its publications.

It is hoped that the present study will be of interest both to scholars interested in the history of
science and/or the development of Anglo-Italian scientific relations, and to linguists interested in
historical scientific writing. In this view, the results chapters have been organised into two main parts,
the first focusing on the social, cultural and historical insights that arose from the analysis, and the
second focused on the results of the more purely linguistic analysis.*?

The general organisation of the study is as follows: the rest of the present chapter draws on the
available literature to provide a historical and socio-cultural background to the present research. The
information provided below is considered an integral part of the following analysis in that it provides
a context for it. The central chapters will in fact present and try to account for the results by
contextualising them. The following sections will thus provide information on the history of the Royal
Society, the Philosophical Transactions, and relevant notes on Italian history and scientific academies
(§1.2); while section 1.3 provides information on Anglo-Italian scientific relations that have been
treated in the existing literature and will thus not be repeated in the results chapters. Chapter 2
provides information on the linguistic researches that have inspired the methodology developed for
the analysis (§2.1 and subsections); the approach adopted for the present piece of research (§2.2);
and a description of how the analysis was carried out step by step (§2.3). The central chapters, 3, 4
and 5 — corresponding to the 17", 18™ and 19 centuries respectively — present and discuss the
results of the historical research of Italian relations with the Society and of the critical linguistic
analysis of the papers and letter exchanges. These chapters mirror one another in their organisation

with few differences given by case studies on different aspects that were perceived to be relevant to

12 The division into a cultural-historical part and a linguistic part of each results chapter allows the reader, who is
interested only in specific parts of this research to skip any sections they may not be interested in. For instance, the
historian may not be interested in the structural and linguistic features that characterise the papers, and can thus only
read the first parts of each chapter; while the linguist may not be interested in knowing, for instance, the names of the
Italian contributors, and may thus jump directly to the following sections. However, the historical and linguistic analyses
are connected and functional to one another and therefore cannot be completely separated. Intratextual references are
thus provided to redirect to sections where a given topic or person are further discussed, in order to avoid missing out
on information.
15



each period. Chapter 6 provides some general conclusions to the study, with a further consideration
of Italian scientific borrowings in the PTRS as a linguistic result of contact between the two cultures.
Finally, the appendix provides tables of the Italian Fellows and contributors — non-elected Italians
who held correspondence with the Society and/or contributed to the PTRS — divided per century and
reporting brief biographical notes and number of contributions to the journal. The final table lists the

borrowings found during the analysis with information on their adoption by the English language.

1.2 The socio-historical contexts

1.2.1. Notes on the history of the Royal Society and Philosophical Transactions, 17th-
19th centuries®?

The roots of the Royal Society are generally traced back to an informal meeting that was held at
Gresham College in London in November 1660, when a group of gentlemen discussed the formation
of an organisation for the promotion of experimental philosophy on the pattern of Continental
academies.' The main source of inspiration for the group was BACON’s empirical approach to the
study of nature. Regular meetings were held from the start, a constitution was drawn up, and the
members paid weekly subscriptions. In July 1662, the Society was given chartered status by the king
Charles Il and was officially named “the Royal Society” and, later, in a second charter of 1663, as “the
Royal Society of London for improving naturall knowledge”. While remaining a private Society
focused on experimental research, the chartered status meant that the Fellows were granted
privileges such as direct patronage from the king, permission to print without government
censorship, and freedom to correspond with other countries. From the beginning the Society had an
elaborate organisational structure with a president, a treasurer and a register-keeper at its top. The
Society also appointed two secretaries, who were to record what went on at the meetings, manage

correspondence with outside parties, and read a selection of correspondence at the meetings. The

13 Where not otherwise specified, this account is based on Atkinson 1999; Fyfe et al. 2015; Hall 1975, 1991 and 2002; and
Rusnock 1996.

14 This is where the first instances of Italian influence on the Royal Society can be seen. Indeed, when LAWRENCE ROOKE,
professor of astronomy at Gresham, spoke of “a designe of founding a Colledge for the promoting of Physico-
Mathematicall Experimentall Learning”, which was to be done by debating things according to “the manner of other
countries”, the Florentine Accademia del Cimento was one of the models in the Fellow’s mind. Like the Royal Society, the
Cimento academy worked under private patronage and control and, unlike other European Societies, was experimental
in concept (Hall 1991: 9). Later instead Italian academies such as the Istituto delle Scienze e delle Arti in Bologna (1714)
and the re-founding of the Academia degli Investiganti in Naples, were inspired by the Royal Society, and FRANCESCO
NAzzaRI's Giornale de’ Letterati by the Philosophical Transactions.
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Fellows were generally gentlemen — or virtuosi, as they were to call themselves —*> who pursued
“natural knowledge” as pastime and not as professionals. Religious and political opinions were to be
left behind, with the sole subject of debate being natural philosophy.'® The concept of natural
knowledge was loose, and many of the interests of the Fellows pertained to disciplines which would
notin the present age be considered scientific, such as archaeology, numismatics and antiquarianism.

BACON’s program of natural philosophy!’ conceived the study of nature as a cooperative
endeavour with the aim of creating a “Natural and Experimental History such as may serve to build
philosophy upon”.*8 This approach included minute recording of experiments; the circumstances in
which they were performed; the presence of eyewitnesses; and the consideration of the works of
other researchers. In line with this program, the plans of the Royal Society were thus to cultivate “a
sound and useful philosophy” through the “joint labours of the industrious and wise men of the whole
world in mutual co-operation” and by a “diligent and unremitting examination into Nature through
observation and experiment, carefully and frequently performed” (OLDENBURG in Hall & Hall 1966:
620-621). Hence, the researches carried out by the Fellows needed to be public, and natural
philosophers from different countries should communicate their findings to each other. To this
objective, a “Paper of advertisements” was devised, in which the substance of the Society’s inquiries,
their progress, and information on what the Fellows received from their contacts was to be published.
This paper was later to become the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society first published 6
March 1665 with the subtitle “Giving an Accompt of the Present Undertakings, Studies, and Labours
of the Ingenious in many considerable Parts of the World”.

Just a few months earlier, on 5 January 1665, the French Journal des Scavans started being
published in Paris. It was printed on a weekly basis and contained reviews on books on theology,
history, medicine, and natural philosophy. HENRY OLDENBURG, the creator of the Transactions, had also

been in contact with the authors of the French journal who asked him to contribute information and

15 Indeed, the Fellows of the Royal Society were men of diverse interests and not necessarily all learned. Hall describes
the virtuosi — which she separates from those who studied the more physical branches of learning — as “men with an
interest in the world of nature who enjoyed discovering what others were doing in the investigation of nature but who
were not mentally or temperamentally equipped to investigate it themselves, except possibly in its simplest form, namely
by collecting rarities or observing what went on around them” (1991: 10).
16 |ndeed, the Society’s neutrality in terms of politics and religion was one of the features that the Italians admired in it.
Later, politics did however sometimes interfere with the Society’s business, and in the 18" century an Italian candidate
to election was rejected for his appreciation of French republicanism (see § 4.1.1).
17 Discussed in his Novum Organum (1620) and New Atlantis (begun 1624 and never completed).
18 BacoN, Novum Organum, 1620, cited in Atkinson 1999:18.
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book reviews from England. OLDENBURG’s project was very similar to this, as he himself was to
acknowledge, “but much more philosophical in nature” (Fyfe et al. 2015:7).%°

The PTRS’s character was thus shaped by OLDENBURG, who is today considered the inventor of the
scientific journal. OLDENBURG was made Fellow of the Society in 1660 and appointed secretary in 1662.
Already before this time, he began the creation of his extensive network of correspondence on
scientific matters. OLDENBURG tactfully employed his linguistic?® and rhetorical skills to encourage
individual scientific activity and stimulate discussion. He would then translate the received letters
into English and edit them for publication in the Transactions. The first issues of the journal contained
adapted extracts of OLDENBURG’s correspondence, accounts of books, and reports of experiments.?!
Although the Royal Society and the Philosophical Transactions were always inextricably associated in
the public eye, until 1752 the journal was run as a private endeavour. Indeed, OLDENBURG published
the journal at his own expense through the Society’s printers and after his death the Transactions
continued to pass through the hands of a series of editors who were generally also secretaries.??
Under OLDENBURG the journal was published mostly on a monthly basis until his death in 1677,22 after
which publication became less regular and frequent.?*

Although the PTRS remained a generalist publication until the end of the 19%" century, featuring
articles from a wide range of disciplines, the Society’s presidents and secretaries played an influential
role on the contents of the journal. Hence, the editorship of Sir HANS SLOANE, from 1695 to 1713,
marked both a period of stability for the journal but also a period of discontent over his editorship.
SLOANE was in fact a physician, natural historian and collector of plant specimens, whose interests
were reflected in the Transactions. During this period there was a decline in experimental practice in

favour of more theoretical and less experimental subjects such as natural history, medical curiosities,

19 For comparisons between the PTRS and the French Journal see Banks 2009b, 2010 and 2017; McCutcheon 1924; and
Turner 2008.
20 He wrote English, Dutch, French, Italian, German and Latin with fluency.
21 None of the first pieces published in the PTRS would today be considered articles, but rather short news items all heavily
marked by OLDENBURG’s adaptations.
22 NEHEMIAH GREW; then ROBERT HOOKE — from 1679 to 1683; during this period the journal was published as Philosophical
Collections —; ROBERT PLOT, until 1687, at which point the journal was not published for a year and later continued to be
published with less frequency; RICHARD WALLER, until 1695; and Sir HANS SLOANE until 1713, who restored the journal to a
healthy condition (Atkinson 1999:21); The journal has been in continuous publication since the 1690s.
23 Under OLDENBURG's editorship 136 issues of the Transactions were published. Minor interruptions in this period were
given by the plague outburst of 1665, the Great Fire of 1666, and the second Anglo-Dutch war of 1667, during which
OLDENBURG was briefly imprisoned in the Tower of London suspected to pass information to the Dutch enemy (Fyfe et al
2015:8).
24 According to Atkinson (1999:22), the period before SLOANE’s office as secretary was marked by a decline in foreign
contributions; articles by non-Englishmen amounted to 40% in the 1660s but fell to 20% in the 1690s. As far as Italian
contributions are concerned, however, the presence of Italian papers in the PTRS continues regularly until the end of the
18 century.
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case histories and geology (Hall 1991:120). During SLOANE’s office the Transactions were publicly
attacked as a “collection of outlandish miscellanea, written in a confused style” (Atkinson 1999:23).2°
Also, this period was marked by the presidentship of Sir IsAAc NEwTON and many Fellows of the Society
were ardent Newtonians who had different views from SLOANE on what the Society should concern
itself with. Eventually, SLOANE was replaced by EDMOND HALLEY as secretary and editor (1713-1721),
marking the beginning of a period in which the Society was controlled by Newtonians. During HALLEY's
editorship foreign correspondence was more focused on astronomy, while medical and biological
subjects were neglected. HALLEY was also less devoted to the journal compared to his predecessor
and successor and during his tenure the PTRS was not published for two consecutive years (Rusnock
1996:16). However, although the Newtonian period was marked by an increase in physical and
experimental interests, attention for non-experimental subjects also continued and NEwWTON himself
showed an interest for medical reports, case histories and curiosities (Hall 1991:121).%°

JAMES JURIN succeded HALLEY in 1721, and reinvigorated both the atrophied Transactions and
foreign correspondence. He wanted to make the Society’s library more cosmopolitan by furnishing it
with foreign books and copies of scientific journals. He therefore extended the Society’s contacts
abroad by relying on Englishmen and diplomats residing in foreign countries. JURIN was a physician
and his interests in medicine (especially the inoculation of smallpox) and in meteorology were
reflected in the Transactions. He was succeeded by a series of medical secretaries: WILLIAM RUTTY
(1728-1730), CROMWELL MORTIMER (1730-1752), and MATTHEW MATY, all of whom continued contacts
with Italy. In the early 18™ century an increased number of foreigners were elected to the Society
and their presence at meetings became regular (including several Italians) (Hall 1991:137).

Up until this point the main subjects appearing in the Transactions had been medicine and
astronomy. Under the editorship of MORTIMER and the presidentship of MARTIN FOLKES (1741-1752)%7
—a mathematician with strong archaeological and literary interests — natural history and antiquities
gained new emphasis in the journal. The Society was once again sharply attacked and the

Transactions was depicted as “a catalogue of futility, error, and triviality” (Fyfe et al. 2015: 10).%8

25 The attacks were published by WiLLiam KING in an anonymous pampbhlet entitled The Transactioneer with some of his
Philosophical Fancies: In Two Dialogues (1700) (Atkinson 1999:22).
26 Hall reminds us that the Society’s aim was to improve all natural philosophy, and not only its physical branches
(1991:120).
27 After NEwTON (PRS 1703-1727), interim presidentship was given to Sir HANS SLOANE (1727-1741), who had remained
active in the Society after losing his office as secretary.
28 The attacks came from JoHN HiLL, an apothecary and naturalist, who had been refused Fellowship to the Society. He
thus published over the course of two years three works in which he ridiculed the Society, its president and the
Transactions.
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Consequently, it was decided that the Transactions should be officially taken over by the Society.
Financial and editorial responsibility were no longer in the hands of the secretaries, but in those of
the Society’s governing Council, who appointed a Committee of Papers (members of the Council
themselves) to vote on each paper proposed for publication and read before the Society. This is
generally seen as the first step into the development of the modern journal-referee concept
(Atkinson 1999:26). Greater attention was placed on the singularity and utility of the subjects, and
many papers were now being refused publication. The election of the Earl of Macclesfield GEORGE
PARKER as president (1752-1764), a mathematician and astronomer, contributed to strengthening the
new editorial policy. During his term the first government-funded expedition to the Islands of the
South Atlantic for the observation of the 1761 transit of Venus was launched (Atkinson 1999:28).
More scientifically oriented was also his successor, the Earl of Morton JAMES DOUGLAS (1764-1768),
but antiquarian interests were soon to be revived under the presidentship of JAMES WEST (1768-1772).
WEST was followed by the physician JOHN PRINGLE (1772-1778). Whether the Presidents were men of
science or not, science continued to be represented by a minority in the Council and scientific Fellows
were only a third of the whole Fellowship; hence, dissatisfaction continued (Lyons 1944:164).

After this series of short-term Presidents, in 1778 came the election of Sir JOSEPH BANKS who had
been a Fellow since 1766, had served on the Society’s Council, had taken part in four voyages of
discovery, and was both a wealthy landowner and tropical botanist. He served as president for nearly
42 years, until his death in 1820. During his term the Society lived a period of stability and a leisurely
intellectual atmosphere. BANKS was a socially and politically active man; he was very familiar with the
Society’s business and became very controlling of the activities of the Council; he appears to have
personally selected members of the Council and surveyed the acceptance and rejection of candidates
(Lyons 1944, Hall 1984). BANkS also devoted himself to the improvement of the Society’s
administration. The Transactions continued steadily during this period and so did the work of the
Committee of Papers, although here too there were ways in which the President could bypass the
Society’s publishing procedures, for instance by preventing papers to be read at the meetings. There
is also evidence of BANKS' editorial intervention on the papers; he for instance proposed cuts and
emendations. Informal evaluation of papers also occurred during social gatherings — Sunday evening
receptions, breakfast parties, dinners before the Thursday evening meetings, and after-meeting tea-
table conversations — organised and frequented by BANKS (Fyfe et al. 2015:15). BANKS represented the
more conservative side of the Royal Society’s Fellowship in the continuing underlying struggle

between scientists and genteel members. His political influence ensured a close relationship with the
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government?® and Fellowship to politically powerful individuals, who, despite the oppositions raised
by those devoted to the hard-line sciences, were necessary for the Society’s survival. BANKS also began
a close association with the British Museum which continued well into the 19th century (Hall 1984:
2).%0

BANKS was very controlling outside the Society as well. The 19™ century was in fact the time when
the sciences were becoming more specialised and various scientific societies were founded during
BANKS” presidentship. While in some cases he supported the foundation of new institutions, in other
cases he attempted to suppress them fearing that they would attract members away from the Society
and influence publications in the Philosophical Transactions,®' The Society however was little affected
by the existence of other specialist Societies. The Transactions continued its publications regularly;
frequent topics for this period were medicine, astronomy, natural history and electricity.

After BANKS'S death, the Society found itself in an unstable situation, and the struggle between
professional and amateur scientists was to re-emerge. After a brief interim presidentship assigned to
WILLIAM HYDE WOLLASTON (1820) came the election of HUMPHRY DAVY (1820-1827), who represented a
compromise between the wealthy and the professional, being a self-made man, who earned his living
as surgeon and by lectureship at the Royal Institution, but who also relied on the patronage of several
influential gentlemen (Atkinson 1999:35). His tenure was characterised by a cooperative relationship
with the specialist societies and the inclusion of an increased number of scientific members in the
Society’s ruling body. During this period new membership was also restricted showing the Society’s
gradual development towards a more scientific orientation: literary and antiquarian interests
disappeared in the evaluation of a candidate’s worth in favour of a “devotion to literature and natural
knowledge, or science” (Hall 1984: 23). Gradually stress was also placed on the fact that Fellows and
candidates should also make contributions to the Transactions, which had often not been the case.
The quality of the papers proposed for publication was to meet higher standards, and new roles were
created such as a junior secretary, who was to sort bureaucratic details such as dating, sending
rejection letters, and preparing abstracts for the Committee of Papers; a Sub-committee of papers,
which decided on the papers to be read at meetings; and specialised sub-committees for the revision

of papers within specific fields. Interestingly, although there was a dominant portion of medical men

2% He moreover became an indispensable government advisor on colonial affairs and an authority on imperial trade
(Atkinson 1999:30).
30 Already in the 18th century a few of the Society’s secretaries had been officers of both institutions, such as MATTHEW
MATY and JOSEPH PLANTA (Hall 1991:136).
31 Some of these Societies, such as the Astronomical and the Geological Society, printed their own journals.
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among the Society’s Fellows in the 1820s, during this period the physical sciences thrived — in fact,
many medical Fellows such as WOLLASTON appeared to be more interested in the physical rather than
the biological sciences (Hall 1984: 44).

Opposition however continued as DAVY was seen as sympathising with the conservative side of the
Society. He also suffered from ill health and on these grounds resigned in 1827.32 The 1820s were
marked by dissatisfaction and private criticism within the Society. Gradually, towards the 1830s,
discontent became public; starting from a series of incidents, more generalised attacks on the Society
and the supposed decline of science in England were published.33Points of criticism concerned the
presence of too many medical men among the Society’s members, the lack of specialisation of the
Society and of many of its members. The Society needed reform and greater selectiveness in election
procedures. Little criticism was this time directed at the Society’s journal, although it was emphasised
that there were many Fellows who contributed no papers, and that the Committee was composed
by members who lacked expertise on the topics of the papers presented, a consequence of which
was that many valuable papers were rejected without an explanation.

The period of criticism was necessarily followed by a period of reform (1830s-1850s), which
included a restriction in elections with a maximum of fifteen Fellows to be elected per year — possibly
a way to reduce possibility of admitting non-scientists within the Society (Atkinson 1999:39). After
1840, prior publication in the PTRS became another important criterion for membership. The
selection procedure for papers also became stricter and made greater recourse to outside referees
(1831); and later seven Sectional Committees covering the main areas of scientific activity were
appointed to referee papers (1838), which were then to be submitted to the Committee of Papers.
However, this system only lasted a decade and in 1847 the Sectional Committees were dissolved,
while the practice of sending most papers to outside parties for the review remained (Fyfe et al.
2015:15). Another major innovation of the period was the creation of a new journal in 1832, The
Proceedings of the Royal Society, which was initially devoted to publishing paper abstracts, short news

notices, meeting minutes, obituaries and medal awards, but later became a journal in its own right

32 Syccessive 19™-century presidents were Davies GILBERT (1827-1830); AuGUSTUS FREDERICK, Duke of Sussex (1830-1838);
SPENCER COMPTON, second Marquis of Northampton (1838-1848); WiLLIAM PARSONS (1848-1854); JOHN WROTTESLEY (1854-
1858); Sir BENJAMIN COLLINS BRODIE (1858-1861); General Sir EDWARD SABINE (1861-1871), the last president to hold office
for more than five years; Sir GEORGE BIDDELL AIRY (1871-1873); Sir JOsEPH DALTON HOOKER (1873-1878); WILLIAM SPOTTISWOODE
(1878-1883); THOMAS HENRY HUXLEY (1883-1885); Sir GEORGE GABRIEL STOKES (1885-1890); WILLIAM THOMSON (1890-1895);
JOSEPH LISTER (1895-1900).

33 Most influential criticism in this period came from CHARLES BABBAGE’s Reflections on the Decline of Science in England
(1830) and AuGusTus Bozzi GRANVILLE's Science without a Head, or the Royal Society Dissected (1830 and a second edition
was published in 1836).
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featuring full (shorter) articles. While initially a paper could be published in both journals —in abstract
formin the Proceedings and in full in the Transactions — later paper-length became the main criterion
for inclusion in either one or the other journal, although the Proceedings continued to feature paper
abstracts and to act as a support to the Transactions until the 20™" century (Atkinson 1999: 40-43,
Fyfe et al. 2015: 18).

Another major change in the Society’s publications took place in 1887, when the PTRS was split
into two journals, Philosophical Transactions A and Philosophical Transactions B, specialising in the
physical and biological sciences respectively. Further, in 1896 the Sectional Committees were
reinstalled and in 1898 the names of paper referees were no longer written in the Society’s register
books in order to ensure their anonymity.

As to the Presidents, they continued to feature both professional scientists and gentlemen up until
1885. Since then, the Royal Society’s Presidents have all been professional scientists. The number of
scientific Fellows also increased and gradually overtook the non-scientific side. Foreign members
have regularly continued to be elected to the Society with the numbers gradually decreasing. The
period in which the greater quantity of Foreign Members were elected was between 1730 and 1780
with an average of 28 foreigners elected per year — against an average of 69 home Fellows. From that
moment on, numbers of Foreign Members decreased to less than 10 Fellows a year, while home
Fellows ranged between 90 and 150 (19™ cent.).3* Today, the Royal Society elects a maximum of 52
ordinary Fellows and 10 Foreign Members a year. From its early years the Royal Society had been in
cooperative relations with both individual scholars and larger institutions. As far as Italy is concerned,
it will be seen that the Society held mostly one-to-one relations with Italian men, while also showing
an interest towards Italian academies. In the 19%" century, relations with Italy were mainly with
individual Italian scientists, although towards the end of the century new links for cooperation with

ltalian academies were created® (see § 5).3°

34 The averages here provided were calculated from a table reported in Lyons (1944: 343) providing average numbers of
ordinary Fellows and Foreign Members for each five year period between 1665 and 1940.

35 Hall (1984: 195) notes the same in speaking of the Royal Society’s foreign relations in general; namely that broader
cooperation with foreign scientific academies and societies came only in the last quarter of the century.

36 Although the 20™ and 21 centuries are not here dealt with as they exceed the scope of the present research, relations
with Italy after the 19t century continued and the following Italians were elected Foreign Members: AucusTo RiGHI (1907),
physicist; Sir ViTo VOLTERRA (1910), mathematician and physicist; LuiGl Luciani (1918), physiologist; TuLLio LEvI-CiviTA (1930),
mathematician; ENRICO FERMI (1950), physicist; EDOARDO AMALDI (1968), physicist; RENATO DuLBECCO (1974), biologist and
Nobel laureate; GiuserPE OcCHIALINI (1974), physicist; CARLO RuBBIA (1984), particle physicist and Nobel laureate; Luicl Luca
CAVALLI SFORzA (1992), geneticist; RiTA LEvi MONTALCINI (1995), neurobiologist and Nobel laureate; Uco FANO (1995),
physicist; MICHELE PARRINELLO (2004), physicist; Luca CARDELLI (2005), computer scientist; DARIO ALESSI (2008), biochemist;
MaAx PETTINI (2010), astronomer; Ezio Rizzarpo (2010), polymer chemist; MARIA GRAzZIA SPILLANTINI (2013), molecular
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1.2.2 The Italian states and their academies

While the English end of the Anglo-Italian scientific exchanges is focused on one institution, the Italian
end is given by many individual scholars and various Italian academies based in different parts of the
Peninsula. Italy’s geo-political history changed considerably over the course of the three centuries
under study, and the Kingdom of Italy did not in fact exist until 1861. Hence, while it was common to
refer to the inhabitants of the Peninsula as /talians, even when its territory was divided into a number
of political entities, the main historical events that characterised Italy up to its unification and the
political division of its territory must be borne in mind. Indeed, the Italian political boundaries, the
Church, state sovereigns, and wars, influenced possibility of travel, correspondence and publication.

Briefly, in the 17" century the Italian Peninsula comprised the Duchies of Savoy, of Milan, of
Modena, and of Parma and Piacenza; the Republic of Venice, which included the cities of Padua,
Bergamo and a number of ports on the opposite coast of the Adriatic Sea; the Republic of Genoa
(inclusive of Corsica until 1768), and of Lucca; the Grand Duchy of Tuscany; the Papal States, which
comprised the regions of Umbria, Marche and the cities of Bologna and Ferrara; and, in the south,
the Kingdoms of Sardinia, of Naples,?” and of Sicily. Moreover, a considerable part of the Italian
territories were under Spanish rule until the early 18™ century.?® Only the Papal States and the
Republic of Venice maintained their own independence. At this time, Italian scientific activity was
related to its universities and academies. The most active intellectual circles were in Tuscany, Rome,
Naples, Bologna and Padua. However, Italian science, even outside the Papal States, was heavily
constrained by the controlling rule of the Catholic Church and the Inquisition, especially after the
condemnation of GALILEO for his support of heliocentr<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>